This essay is a social-scientific study of Paul's deployment of holiness language in 1 Corinthians. Specifically, an interpretation of holiness is offered to explain Paul's argument in 1 Cor 7.12-16 in favour of non-separation in the case of a believer married to a non-believer. For Paul, holiness involves participation in the oneness of God interpreted christologically. This participation is embodied in the holiness-as-oneness of the church. In relations between believers and unbelievers, purity rules to do with sex and marriage carry a significant symbolic burden. In some cases, clear lines of demarcation are drawn. Other cases constitute grey areas; and the suggestion here is that 'mixed marriages' are one such. For Paul, holiness is a matter of neither genealogical nor cultic purity. Rather, it has a boundary-transcending quality. In the case of a mixed marriage, the unbelieving partner, together with the children, is sanctified by remaining in oneness with the believing partner. Paul's concern for the oneness of the church spills over into a concern for the oneness of the household.
Introduction: Unholy Fragmentation in the Corinthian Church
Sanctification is an all-pervasive theme in 1 Corinthians. This is signalled from the outset by the descriptors Paul uses of his addressees. In terms of vocation, they are 'those who are sanctified in Christ Jesus, called to be saints (ήγιασμένοις έν Χριστώ Ίησοΰ, κλητοίς άγίοις)1.2) ‫;׳‬ cf. 1.30; 6.1, 2; 14.33; 16.1, 15). This vocation has been imprinted ritually in baptism: 'you were washed, you were sanctified (ήγιάσθητε), you were justified ...' (6.11). In terms
Holiness as Membership and Oneness
Holiness language is appropriate for the task because, in Paul's scriptural tradition and Jewish piety (including his pre-conversion identity and practice as a Pharisee), holiness is the language and practice of membership of God's elect people and, as such, marks out lines of inclusion, on the one hand, and separation or exclusion, on the other. Important in marking out these lines is the intensifying binary imagery of purity and impurity developed in an elaborate system of natural symbols. In the words of the Holiness Code of Leviticus 191' ‫-62:‬ am the Lord your God; I have separated you from the peoples. You shall therefore make a distinction between the clean animal and the unclean, and between the unclean bird and the clean; you shall not bring abomination on yourselves by animal or by bird or by anything with which the ground teems, which I have set apart for you to hold unclean. You shall be holy to me; for I the Lord am holy, and I have separated you from the other peoples to be mine' (Lev 20.24b26‫;-‬ cf. 19.2).3
But holiness is not only a language of membership -specifically, covenant membership -it is also a language of unity and the practices of a common life that make unity sustainable.4 Since, as confessed in the words of the Shema, God is 'one' (Deut 6.4), holiness -understood as participation in and imitation of God -implies and expresses oneness. This oneness is dynamic; and it is salvific. It is the language and practice of resistance and restoration. For what it represents, and in the life of the people embodies, is the claim that there is one God who calls into being one people to live in wholehearted obedience to one Law and to worship him in one temple, thus bringing heaven and earth into oneness, and restoring peace both to a cosmos that has fallen into rebellion and to a humanity alienated from God and from itself by sin. In the words of Zech 14.9, 'And the Lord will become king over all the earth; on that day the Lord will be one and his name one. ' This eschatological hope finds expression at Qumran. Here the oneness of the community is a prime concern, a concern epitomised in the unique self-désignation ‫יהד‬ ('that which is one') which occurs some sixty times in the Community Rule as well as in other texts from Qurman.5 This concern is elaborated positively, in terms of a priestly, 'graded holiness‫׳‬ ideology grounded in strict obedience to Torah and the rule of the community, and negatively, both in the avoidance of causes of defilement (understood as symbols of what is not whole or complete or perfect) and in the avoidance of practices expressive of disunity. But as well as expressing the self-understanding and ethos of the community in its internal relations and practices, it also functions polemically, even offensively -as if to say, ' This is the true temple where God is worshipped truly and where heaven and earth meet, not in other places and groups, and most of all, not in Jerusalem.‫׳‬ Given that unity or oneness is understood as a manifestation of the sanctification that accompanies the presence of God and the breaking in of the kingdom of God, it is not surprising that sanctification expressed as eschatological unity is also in evidence in the texts of nascent Christianity. In the Gospel of John, for example, Jesus is the one ‫׳‬whom the Father sanctified (ήγίασεν) and sent into the world‫׳‬ (John 10.36), who himself, in union with the Father, prays that the Father will both sanctify his followers in the truth and make them one, as Father and Son are one (John 17.17-19, 20-2) -all this, of course, counterposed polemically against a world and a people in darkness, sin and rebellion inspired by the devil.6 In Ephesians, to take another example, the reader is offered an extraordinary vision of cosmic reunification ‫׳‬in Christ‫׳‬ (cf. Eph 1.10). This reality is displayed on earth in the church, in the making of one new humanity (ενα καινόν άνθρωπον) out of two (Eph 2.15), a new oneness represented dynamically as growing into ‫׳‬a holy temple in the Lord ... a dwelling place for God‫׳‬ (Eph 2.21).7 8 I draw two conclusions. First, in the moral and symbolic worlds of Paul, holiness language, concepts and practices -grounded in a conception of the oneness and holiness of the God who rules the cosmos ‫-‬ are deployed for the construction and maintenance of individual and group identity as well as for the construction and maintenance of group unity. Second, such deployment occurs not uncommonly in a context of crisis or controversy from without or within, requiring the marking out of lines of inclusion and cohesion on the one hand, and of separation and distinction on the other.
This is certainly what we find in Paul in 1 Corinthians. Just as the oneness in sanetification of the people of Israel is grounded in the confession in the Shema of the oneness of the holy God, who is to be loved and obeyed with an undivided heart, so too is Paul's exhortation to oneness in sanctification grounded in the Shema?
Hence, as to the eating of food offered to idols, we know that ‫׳‬no idol in the world really exists‫,׳‬ and that 'there is no God but one‫.׳‬ Indeed, even though there may be so-called gods in heaven or on earth -as in fact there are many gods and many lords -yet for us there is one God, the Father, from whom are all things and for whom we exist, and one Lord, Jesus Christ, through whom are all things and through whom we exist (1 Cor ‫.)-64.8‬
Here, the words of the Shema are deployed ‫-‬ and at the same time intensified christologically -as the grounds for calling the Corinthians to a oneness that bears witness to the oneness of God and Christ. Noteworthy also is that this deployment is made in a context of controversy and crisis: the eating of ειδωλόθυτα by 'the strong' is a cause of offence to 'the weak' and, as a result, the oneness of the church is at risk. Interestingly, when Paul turns to idolatrous practice proper (i.e. είδωλολατρεία), with its potential to destroy completely the unity in sanctity of the church, it is once again to an opposing, sanctifying oneness that he appeals: 'The cup of blessing that we bless, is it not a sharing (κοινωνία) in the blood of Christ? The bread that we break, is it not a sharing (κοινωνία) in the body of Christ? Because there is one bread (εις άρτος), we who are many are one body (εν σώμα), for we all partake of the one bread (του ενός άρτου)' (1 Cor 10.16-17). Interestingly also, one complex of material-symbolic practices to do with food and commensality whose impact is divisive is replaced by another complex of material-symbolic practices to do with a meal identified as 'the Lord's meal‫׳‬ whose impact is (intended to be) unitive. 3· Πορνεία and ειδωλολατρεία/είδωλόθυτα as Boundary-
Markers
The issues that Paul addresses in 1 Corinthians include πορνεία and idolatry (είδωλολατρεία) in the form of eating ‫׳‬things sacrificed to idols' (ειδωλόθυτα). Both of these have to do with the body -individual, corporate, and even cosmic -and both are boundary-marking issues. This is not surprising given Paul's background. The moral world of Judaism was constructed in part on avoidance, and the focus of avoidance was often epitomised in terms of πορνεία and είδωλολατρεία as practices and attachments that defile. This is because πορνεία and είδωλολατρεία were understood as characterising the unholy Other, the nations to whom the law of God had not been revealed, or the lawless within the people of God who prostituted themselves by whoring after other gods (cf. Jer ‫;-51.3‬ Ezek 16; 23; Hos 4.12; 5.4). So πορνεία and είδωλολατρεία are potent symbolic and practical boundary-markers; and policing the boundaries so constituted is a way of distinguishing and separating the holy from the unholy.9
But with the revelation of God's grace in the death and resurrection of God's Son and the gift of the eschatological Spirit -the ‫׳‬Spirit of holiness (πνεύμα αγιοσύνης)' (Rom 1.4) ‫-‬ appropriated in baptism, the identity of the elect has undergone a radical transformation. A new oneness has come into being. Indeed, Paul can talk in both cosmic and anthropological terms of the coming into being of a 'new creation (καινή κτίσις)2) ‫׳‬ Cor 5·!7). God's holiness has, as it were, moved from a defensive mode to an offensive, imperial mode. From being withheld ‫--‬ or, better, confined -it is overflowing. In consequence, the lines separating the holy from the unholy have to be redrawn. Instead of running around ethnic ludaism and separating off lews from Gentiles, they now run through both, separating believers from unbelievers.
In a rhetorically well-crafted letter, Paul raises the issue of πορνεία in 1 Corinthians ‫,-75‬ and the issue of ειδωλόθυτα in 1 Corinthians 8-10. For present purposes, I will focus on issues around πορνεία (and its avoidance), in 1 Corinthians 5-7. In particular, I will concentrate on the marriage rules in 1 Corinthians 7, and the interesting case of ‫׳‬mixed marriages', dealt with by Paul at somewhat surprising length in 1 Cor ‫.-61217‬ Nevertheless, we will see that there are significant similarities between Paul's strategy for dealing with πορνεία and ειδωλόθυτα, understanding which may help to explain the Christian halacha Paul offers in relation to mixed marriages.
In brief, and appealing to an important study by Peder Borgen,10 if, in relation to lewish and Christian participation in pagan cults, consideration of appropriate practice takes the form ‫׳‬yes', ‫׳‬no ‫׳‬ ‫,׳‬ how far?‫,׳‬ might not the same kind of consideration be involved in relation to sex and marriage? To put it another way, using boundary-marking language, if there are grey areas in relation to cultic involvement, as well as clear areas of black and white, may there not also be grey areas in relation to sex and marriage? And does what Paul says about mixed marriages show that this is a grey area and that black and white rulings are inappropriate? How much mixing between believers and unbelievers is permissible, in what spheres of life, and at what level of association and intimacy? For a start, we notice that Paul chides the rigorists in the church whose policy is not to mix (noting συναναμίγνυσθαι in 1 Cor 5.9) with ‫׳‬immoral persons (τοις πόρνοις)' at all. As he observes, the logical conclusion is: ‫׳‬you would then need to go out of the world1) ‫׳‬ Cor 5.10). But more on this anon.
4· Sex Rules and Marriage Rules as Natural Symbols
In social-scientific perspective, one of the ways of establishing and sustaining group identity is by the marking out of boundary-lines separating and distinguishing insider from outsider or even insider from insider. The binary opposites so identified have their mutual identities reinforced by symbols that lend themselves to polarisation and separation. In this process of moral and cultural differentiation, what Mary Douglas identifies as ‫׳‬natural symbols' are particularly effective.11 They are effective because they have the appearance of being given in the ‫׳‬natural‫׳‬ order of things. But it should also be said that these symbols lend themselves ‫-‬ and are effective ‫-‬ not only because they allow differentiation and distance, the separation of insider and outsider, but also because they underpin the internal life of the group or society as well, helping its members to order their lives.
In ancient Israel, one of the ways holiness was articulated was through the binary pair pure/impure. The origins and rationale of the purity system are a matter of ongoing debate, and need not detain us here.12 The important point is that this system was understood as written into the created order. As such, it permeated the people's common life, running through it and around it.
One representation of the purity system was a distinction between things that may and may not be mixed (cf. Lev 19-19). This included, importantly, the classification of people that may and may not be mixed. Of direct relevance to the present discussion is that these lines of classification were worked out in relation to sex rules and marriage rules -that is, rules that governed who may and may not be 'mixed' (or become one). Such rules, given classic articulation in the so-called ‫׳‬laws of prohibited degrees' in the Holiness Code (at Lev 18 and 20), governed marriage practices within the polity of Israel and, subsequently, Judaism.13 Importantly, according to the Code, marriage rules within the covenant community were inflected in terms of degrees of purity. For example, of a member of the priestly caste it is said: ‫׳‬He shall marry only a woman who is a virgin. A widow, or a divorced woman, or a woman who has been defiled, a prostitute, these he shall not marry. He shall marry a virgin of his own kin, that he may not profane his offspring among his kin; for I am the Lord; I sanctify him‫׳‬ (Lev ‫.)-5131.12‬
Such rules also governed marriage practices between Israel and the nations, between Jews and Gentiles. With respect to the latter, the Jews were noted in antiquity for the perceived prohibition placed on exogamy, on marrying outside the group ‫-‬ what today we might call ‫׳‬mixed marriage‫.׳‬ According to Hecataeus of Abdera, 'As to marriage and the burial of the dead, he [Moses] saw to it that their customs should differ widely from those of other men.14‫׳‬ And according to Tacitus, 'Toward every other people they [the Jews] feel only hate and enmity. They sit apart at meals, and they sleep apart, and although as a race, they are prone to lust, they abstain from intercourse with foreign women ... ‫׳51‬
In fact, there is no universal prohibition in the Torah on Jewish intermarriage with Gentiles. As Christine Hayes points out, citing Exod 34.15-16 and Deut ‫,-43-7‬ the prohibitions refer only to the seven Canaanite nations, and are 'based on the fear that intimate contact with Canaanites will lead Israelites to imitate their idolatrous and immoral ways ... The continuous existence of the Canaanites on the soil will, it is feared, lead to commensality, social relations, intermarriage, and finally religious apostasy as the Israelites join in the idolatry of their foreign spouses/16 A particularly articulate expression of this fear comes in Philo, Spec 3.5.29:
But also, he [Moses] says, do not enter into the partnership of marriage with a member of a foreign nation, lest some day conquered by the force of opposing customs you surrender and stray unawares from the path that leads to piety and turn aside into a pathless wild. And though perhaps you yourself will hold your ground steadied from your earliest years by the admirable instruc‫-‬ tions instilled into you by your parents, with the holy laws always as their keynote, there is much to be feared for your sons and daughters. It may well be that they, enticed by spurious customs which they prefer to the genuine, are likely to unlearn the honour due to the one God, and that is the first and last stage of supreme misery. This has been well demonstrated by Hayes, according to whom purity in Second Temple Judaism was understood in terms ritual, moral or genealogical. The differences of emphasis placed on these various kinds of purity (and related impurity) contribute to distinctions between different sects or movements within Judaism. They contribute also to how boundaries are drawn between Jews and Gentiles, and to the relative degree of permeability of those boundaries. In Hayes' view, particularly decisive for sect-group definition is the genealogical (or 'holy seed') ideology of purity that comes to the fore in Ezra-Nehemiah in the period after the exile (cf. Ezra 9-10).17 Here, given the understanding that membership of God's holy and elect people is a matter of ethnicity, of being a child of Israel, the identity of progeny (issuing from sexual relations within marriage) has to be clear and able to be protected. The prohibition on 'marrying out' offered this clarity and protection. In particular, it offered clarity of identity at a time of crisis. In an important statement, worth quoting at length, Hayes summarises her argument thus:
Since biblical times, the key markers of Israelite identity have been complex. Cultic practice was only one criterion of ancient Israelite identity. Genealogical descent and the myth of belonging to a historic community with a common past and a shared destiny were also important elements in the subjective self-understanding of ancient Israelites as a group distinct from Gentile 'others.' I argue that the most important variable in Second Temple constructions of Jewish identity, and, by extension, constructions of the boundary between Jew and Gentile was the genealogical component of Jewish identity. Ancient Jews placed different emphasis on the role of genealogy in determining identity and in maintaining the distinction between Jews and Gentiles. That is, ancient Jews placed different emphases on genealogical purity as a marker of Jewish identity. The degree to which Jewish identity was based on birth and lineage is the degree to which the boundary between Jew and Gentile was impermeable. Groups that defined their Jewishness mostly or exclusively in genealogical terms established an impermeable boundary between Jews and Gentiles. Not only was it impossible for Gentiles to become Jews, but also violations of the genealogical distinction between the two groups (i.e. interethnic sexual unions) were anathema. By contrast, groups that defined their Jewishness in primarily moral or religious terms established a permeable boundary between Jews and Gentiles. Gentiles who adopted the moral and religious characteristics of Jewish identity could become Jews of a particular sort: Jews of nonnative birth. Insofar as certain privileges or functions within Jewish society might be genealogically based, these nonnative Jews (or converts) retained a distinctive identity within the larger group. Finally, any group that might define Jewish identity in exclusively moral or religious terms would establish a boundary between Jews and Gentiles so permeable as to allow full assimilation in every respect.18
Awareness of the diversity of sources of impurity -ritual, moral and genealogical ‫-‬ and of the ways in which divergence over purity and impurity contributed to the formation and maintenance of sects and parties within Judaism, is crucial, not only for understanding early Judaism, but also for understanding early Christianity, itself, of course, originating as a breakaway reform movement within Judaism. It is likely that Paul and the factions in the church of Corinth were shaped, at least in part, by purity issues interpreted and embodied variously in relation to sex and marriage.
5· Sex Rules and Marriage Rules as Constitutional Issues
But another angle is worth attention. Looking ahead to Paul's advice in 1 Corinthians 7, it is at least arguable that what he is doing there, as the self-identilled 'father' of the community, is a constitutional matter and therefore properly his to deal with in helping the Corinthians to order their common life wisely. Part of the wider context within which Paul's advice makes sense has to do with sex rules and marriage rules as matters relevant to the right ordering of society. In other words, they are matters of a constitutional kind. As a social world in the making, constitutional issues are important, including the right ordering of human relations in ways that make for social harmony. Marriage rules and relations fall within this orbit.19
Josephus offers a significant analogy in his account of the 'constitution' founded by Moses. In emphasising how the constitution of the Jews has at its heart the importance of the comprehensive application of the law to everyday life and matters of domestic routine, he says:
Starting from the very beginning with the food of which we partake from infancy and the private life of the home, he Here attention is drawn to three sets of 'natural symbols' that define the constitution of the people and offer boundary markers: food and meal practices, social intercourse (very likely including marriage rules) and Sabbath observance.
Later, against detractors who accuse the Jews of being anti-social, Josephus draws a significant distinction in the Mosaic constitution between an ethic of hospitality towards outsiders on the one hand, and a ban on exogamy on the other: Outside the Jewish constitution and the place given to marriage rules there, mention could also be made of another contemporary analogy, the efforts of Augustus to be 'the author of the best possible Constitution23‫׳‬ by reforming Rome's marriage laws:24
The existing laws that Augustus revised, and the new ones that he enacted, dealt, among other matters, with extravagance, adultery, unchastity, bribery, and the encouragement of marriage in the Senatorial and Equestrian Orders. His marriage law being more rigorously framed than the others, he found himself unable to make it effective because of an open revolt against several of its clauses. He was therefore obliged to withdraw or amend certain penalties exacted for a failure to marry; to increase the rewards he offered for large families; and to allow a widow, or widower, three years' grace before having to marry again ... When he discovered that bachelors were getting betrothed to litfie girls, which meant postponing the responsibilities of fatherhood, and that married men were frequently changing their wives, he dealt with evasions of the law by shortening the permissible period between betrothal and marriage, and by limiting the number of lawful divorces (Suetonius, Augustus 34; Penguin Classics edition). A number of points are noteworthy here. One is the fact that, in the development of the Roman constitution by Augustus as Pater Patriae, sex rules and marriage rules play a prominent part in his work of social engineering. A second point is that Augustus' legislation meets with resistance, a resistance reflecting a diversity of entrenched views and practices. Third, Augustus' marriage policies have a defensive purpose: he is seeking to consolidate the social elite through endogamous marriage and the production of children. When considering Paul's marriage rules, therefore, it is worth considering what light they throw on the kind of constitution ‫-‬ the kind of church polity ‫-‬ that Paul is seeking to put in place, not least in relation to the Corinthians' identity as 'saints'.
Marriage Rules in 1 Cor 7.1-40
In 1 Corinthians ‫,-75‬ Paul offers instruction on how to avoid the πορνεία threatening the life of the church as a holy society. The issues include: a case of incest in the fellowship ‫,)-311.5(‬ the practice of taking private disputes (probably to do with financial matters arising in a marital context) before public courts (6.1-11), the practice of consorting with prostitutes ‫,)-0221.6(‬ and matters relating to marriage ‫.)-041.7(‬ Among the common threads running through all the issues are: first, threats to the oneness of the church posed by members' behaviour, some of which run in the direction of libertinism, while other run in the direction of ascetical rigour; second, paraenêsis on the avoidance of πορνεία (cf. 51, ‫,-119‬ 13; 6-9, 13, 16, 18; 7.2) by means of appropriate disciplines of the body; third, a crisis of authority and church unity provoked by those who are 'puffed up' (cf. 5.2); fourth, the attempt to regulate the boundaries running around and through the church in order to preserve its holiness.
In passing, the language and imagery of 'mixing', inherited by Paul from the scriptural Holiness Code, is worth noting.25 There is the 'old leaven' that the Corinthians are told to 'cleanse out' (έκκαθάρατε, 5 7); and there is the reminder of a previous command 'not to associate (συναναμίγνυσθαι) with sexually immoral persons' (5.9), 'not even to eat with (συνεσθίειν)' them (5.11). This is intensified in what follows in relation to the practice of consorting with prostitutes, especially in the contrast between becoming 'one body' (εν σώμα) with a prostitute in sexual intercourse and becoming 'one spirit' (εν πνεύμα) with Christ (6.16-17), the latter a recognition of the fact that the body of the believer is a 'temple of the Holy Spirit' who resides there (16.19).
As the final stage in his instruction on how to avoid πορνεία, Paul turns to marriage rules. It is noteworthy that Paul deals with these matters at length. If we ask why, the answer must be Paul's awareness that, unless the Corinthians can learn stability and good order in their marital relations, the constitutional good order and witness of the church will be undermined (cf. 1 Thess ‫;-81.4‬ also 1 Pet ‫.)-71.3‬ Two previously mentioned traditions will have shaped this awareness: the commonplace of Greco-Roman morality and politics that the health of the city-state depends on the health of its constituent households, and the attention given in the lewish scriptures and Second Temple traditions to the practical and symbolic significance of marriage and sex rules for living as God's holy people and for marking Israel off from 'the nations'.
But what is making marriage rules an issue in the first place? In general terms, it is the impact of conversion upon every pattern of allegiance, including those of the household.26 Now the believer's allegiances, whether as married or betrothed, are 'divided‫׳‬ (cf. ‫,)-523-7‬ and this includes cases where only one marriage-partner has converted, so that a believer is now married to an unbeliever ‫.)-6121.7(‬ Interestingly, oneness through the Spirit with Christ is placing other kinds of oneness in question, even the oneness of marriage partners. So questions naturally arise about how to proceed.
That the question in Corinth has taken a particular shape is indicated by the slogan Paul quotes at the outset: 'It is well for a man not to touch a woman‫׳‬ (7.1b). Apparently, some of the husbands in the fellowship are withdrawing from sexual relations with their wives -and, most likely, vice versa. The main issue at stake appears to be the status of the body and the material world in the lives of Spirit-filled believers. Given the overwhelming reality of experiences of Spirit-possession (cf. 4.8; 12.13), the meaning of bodily existence and the status of bodily boundaries have become points of ambiguity and contention. In particular, for those who want to display their moral and spiritual superiority -their desire to live now the angelic life (cf. Mark 12.25) ‫-‬ the appeal of the ascetic life and a desire to separate from ties of marriage and children will have been strong. Encouragement in this direction may have come from several traditional sources.27 In ancient Stoic and Cynic philosophy, the ideal wise man is one who remains single, disciplines his body and practises sexual abstinence. In early ludaism, there are strong ascetic strands as well -witness Philo on the ascetic lifestyles of the Essenes and the Therapeutae; witness also the ascetic rigour of the Qumran community. And, of course, there are strong ascetic strands in the Jesus tradition (cf. Matt 19.10-12) -not to mention the example of Paul himself (1 Cor 9.5). Against this background, with its potential for conflict in the church, Paul offers practical wisdom in the form of marriage rules. He does so in a quite systematic -indeed, halakhic -way, dealing first with married couples, then widowers and widowed, then the particularly unusual case of 'mixed marriages', and, finally, virgins (παρθένοι). This is not the place to go into detail on what Paul says in each case.28 However, a few general observations are worth making. First, Paul refuses to allow the practice of any particular faction to be imposed as the norm. Instead, he quotes the factional slogan in order then to qualify the ascetic ideal in a direction accessible to the majority.29 What is important instead is the identification and affirmation of acceptable diversity as the basis for a mature constitution that unites the church, 'the body of Christ‫׳‬ (cf. 6.15; ‫,)-7221.21‬ as one. Second, with rhetorical care (and, no doubt, pastoral sensibility), Paul addresses reciprocally both the men and the women. Within the limits of a cultural patriarchy -not to mention a recognition of Spirit-inspired diversity, even hierarchy -the Pauline constitution has an inclusive, unifying tenor. As he says subsequently, 'For in one Spirit we were all baptized into one body ... and we were all made to drink of one Spirit' (12.13). Third, in the repeated injunctions to 'remain‫׳‬ in the social (including marital) status they had at conversion (7.8,11, 20, 24,40), Paul enunciates as a general principle the virtue of stability, along with its corollary, 'peace‫׳‬ (ειρήνη, 7.15b). Thus, separations of various kinds are to be resisted -no doubt because separations threaten the oneness, the holiness, of the fellowship. Fourth, Paul's rhetorical strategy is significant. He enunciates a principle, then admits of exceptions (cf. 7.9, 11, !5), even, remarkably, when he can appeal to dominical tradition, as in the case of divorce (7.10-11). Paul is a wise spiritual father. He recognises that the constitution of the church will be strengthened as power is dispersed among the members, and responsibility for good practice shared.
The Case of Mixed Marriages (1 Cor 7.12-16)
What, then, in the case of a mixed marriage (7.12-16)? Against the backdrop of holiness traditions in Judaism that would urge separation -in order to protect genealogical purity or for fear of idolatry-related moral contagion -Paul's advice appears counter-intuitive. It also appears counter-intuitive in relation to the construction he has placed previously (in 6.12-20) on the impurity deriving from sexual intercourse between a believer, whose body is 'a temple of the Holy Spirit1, and a prostitute. Nevertheless, addressing in reciprocal fashion both the believing 'brother' and the believing 'sister‫,׳‬ Paul's advice is not to divorce: μή άφιέτω (7.12, 13). This is consistent with his prior command to married believers, based on dominical tradition, not to divorce (7.10-11). Paul's concern for the oneness of the church as the body of Christ spills over into a concern for the oneness of marriage partners. Why? Because oneness is a sign and sustainer of holiness. Related to Paul's apocalyptic theology as a whole,30 it is a witness against the chaos of the creation (along with its social manifestation in factionalism) that is passing away, and a witness for the oneness of the new creation inaugurated by Christ, realised through the Spirit, dramatised in baptism (cf. 12.13), and worked out in a common life.
Particularly striking in the case of a mixed marriage is the warrant Paul gives for not divorcing: 'For the unbelieving husband is made holy (ήγίασται) through his wife, and the unbelieving wife is made holy (ήγίασται) through her husband. Otherwise, your children would be unclean (ακάθαρτα), but as it is, they are holy (άγια)' (7.14). Remarkable here is the intrusion and concentration of holiness language. Remarkable also is the fact that Paul makes the holiness of the childrenthe offspring of the marriage in question -the presupposition of his argument.31 By way of explanation, I offer the following observations. First, it is likely that holiness language intrudes here because it is precisely the interpretation of holiness that is being contested. As noted earlier, differences over the conception and practice of holiness, worked out in terms of purity rules of association and separation, distinguished one faction from another in early Judaism.32 In this context, the practice of mixed marriage has special symbolic potency, whether in relation to marriage practices within Judaism or between Jews and Gentiles. Given the evidence of an ascetic interpretation of holiness in Corinth, what Paul appears to be engaging with is (what we may call) a rigorous, probably Jewish-Christian, 'purity party' advocating separation from any potential or actual source of impurity or defilement.33 This includes separation from sexual intercourse ‫-‬ hence the slogan, 'It is well for a man not to touch a woman' (7.1b). It also appears to include marital separation in the form of divorce (cf. 7.10-11). Needless to say then, in the case of a believer married to an unbeliever, the logic of the purity party is that such a relation is necessarily defiling, with divorce the proper and justifiable course of action. Second, Paul's response with regard to mixed marriages should be seen as an attempt to moderate the rigour of the purity party by offering a wisdom directed not towards separation, but towards oneness, a oneness of difference based on consent and on what makes for peace. Interestingly, over against the presumed ex‫-‬ pectation of the purity party, it is the consent of the unbelieving spouse that is to be decisive. Paul has said earlier that he does not mean the Corinthian believers to go 'out of the world5.10) ‫,)׳‬ and the way he practises that principle here is to take with utter seriousness the giving or withholding of consent by the unbeliever, the one who still belongs to the world. So, if the unbeliever consents to live with the believing spouse, the believing spouse should not separate, with the implication either that the unbelieving spouse is not a source of impurity or that purity concerns have become otiose. But if the unbelieving spouse separates, 'let it be so; in such a case the brother or sister is not bound [literally, 'is not enslaved', δεδούλωται]7-15) ‫.)׳‬ There is a significant quality of pragmatism and flexibility evident here (cf. ‫,)-3291.9‬ in contrast, perhaps, to the stance of Paul's implied interlocutors.
Third, to make his point, and to address the holiness concerns of the rigorists, Paul engages in holiness discourse also. Illuminating at this point is a study by Yonder Moynihan Gillihan, which demonstrates the likely background of Paul's advice in lewish marriage halakhot. 34 She argues that what Paul is doing is delivering an halakhic interpretation of the dominical prohibition of divorce (cf. 7.10) for the case of a marriage between a believer and an unbeliever. In line with the dominical prohibition (cf. Mark 10.2-9), Paul rules against separation. The defence he offers is an example of the principle he enunciates subsequently, in 9.20b: 'To those under the law I became as one under the law'. That is to say, Paul occupies the same halakhic territory as those of the purity party who argue for separation, but does so in order to advise differently. Specifically, Paul uses holiness terminology reminiscent of halakhot that refer to the act of betrothal as one of'sanctification‫׳‬ (as an indicator that a marriage is licit), and applies this to the case of mixed marriage. 35 Gillihan concludes:
The rabbis assumed that the act of betrothal, or 'sanctification,‫׳‬ implied the licitness of the marital union. This is precisely what Paul implies in 1 Cor 7:14 ‫-‬ the marital union is licit because the unbelieving spouse is 'sanctified‫׳‬ ... We might say that the Pharisaic/rabbinic betrothal idiom has come under the influence of the commandment of the Lord against divorce, so that the licitness of marriage is now judged on the basis of the indissolubility of the marriage bond (by the believer) rather than on the basis of the premarital status of each spouse.36
Of course, the Pauline halaldia is novel, not only in its application to couples already married, but also in its appropriation for a mixed community that includes believers married to unbelievers. Its intention is to provide a development of the Jesus tradition in the direction of marital solidarity, even in the case of mixed marriages, a solidarity which itself is able to function, I would suggest, as a 'natural symbol‫׳‬ of the boundary-transcending oneness of the church. What this implies further is a conception of holiness with potential for social innovation. Instead of holiness as an ideology and practice of defence, it is holiness as an ideology and practice of incorporation.
Gülihan is illuminating also in relation to the logic of Paul's argument from the holiness of the offspring of a mixed marriage. According to Paul, the unbelieving partner must be sanctified in some way37 by the believing partner: Otherwise, your children would be unclean (άκάθαρτα), but as it is, they are holy (νυν δέ αγιά έστιν)7.14) ‫׳‬b). According to Gülihan the relevant background is constituted by Jewish tradition regarding the defiling consequences for land and temple of offspring (mamzerim) issuing from illicit marriage, tradition intended defensively to encourage marital discipline and the practice of licit marriage. From the convietion -apparently shared with his Corinthian interlocutors -that the chüdren of mixed marriage parentage who participate in the Christian community (the new 'temple‫)׳‬ are holy, and not a source of poUution, Paul can argue a fortiori that mixed marriages are licit, that the believing spouse does indeed sanctify the unbelieving spouse, and therefore that the believing spouse has no grounds in purity halakhot to separate:
Paul proves that believer-unbeliever marriages were licit by pointing out that their chüdren are not mamzerim, impure offspring of ülegal marriage, but holy. The chüdren of such intermarriages were aUowed into the holy space of the temple; that is, they were aUowed to participate frdly in the religious life of the community ... If their parents‫׳‬ marriage were not licit, or as Paul and the rabbis would have put it, if the unbelieving spouse were not 'sanctified,‫׳‬ 36 Gillihan, 'Jewish Laws', 718-19. 37 I say 'in some way* because the unbeliever remains an unbeliever. In other words, the terminology of sanctification has a particular ‫-‬ halakhic, rather than soteriological ‫-‬ sense here, which is consonant with the fact that the agent of sanctification is human (the believing spouse), not divine.
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